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STATEMENT IN OPtN COURT 



3 " ^ f0r 01 Pr^tc taform** breech of confident* «tf 

tofWrtWt i appear far the dafmaftt My learned irtond. MfdM SNverleaf Oft 
appears for tfw» First Defendant 



2. The Claim** Is the drinntn of Public Eye Common***,-., Umfted nod iiss b«m for 
*• RM X3 years, in 2005-2006, her company represents. among* others. «» 
KtO BJutttUwrniffloTOMIto , who are aiso close friends f the CUmui 

3. The First Mfe** was th, pubfoher of ** Nws of vhe World no iVi ?ap, r w ; i;ch 
ha " ' COnSidCTi ' b!e m *« si < i » in «* W*ta and rtch MM published Us a**,* 
on its Wtette ; vw&.~n^r!c.o^,. f.0 Second Oufendam was . prtMM 
inVeStieaS<> ' en88S<Ki * th « *fe«tent to carry out various kWt««lft« 
MM**. Mis methods (mm* totonMMn ft« noWk , ph(W ton!paW(J , 
eric: th« m^wfci intercept;*-, o' woieftmftii Bjsssagfs. 



k kt mm*mm, m ®m Mrafrm pmm®* n $mm m #mn m the %m of the 

tfttrid abom Ms Mfe «nci law, whir, contained intrusive and private 
infer matteit. 



TN? mmmt Ms mm and Mi lew d,ci nor know if* source oi this tofeftntflM and 
awW not undirstftffd how this privare information w « ondmr up in the public 
fomtift, Although the arfcios would often only contain a srnali piece- of accurate 
information, it enough for Mi Miliar a net Mf Law to suspect everyone ckxn to 
riM?R, inciurtirsg the Claimant. 

0m thft mm mm m*m*, I* M RU nod Mf Law ail ajwttia*) unusual 
*«ffofcy on U;er mobile phones hdutfln* hang up talis rod mmn$ wxmm%® 
mmmgm. As 3 co^vm, the titan**, Ms Mftfei and Mr Law tawni 
lfteiwsin«»v memcd about their moblte phone security. The Qafm«rt arranged 
bf Kfc MtRcr and Mr |*» * charge their mobile t^tow mtmtm and p W | then, 
CmtlBft ner company. ft» Gaimnut sbo WYttlgftri to ha- a stcrtt mobile phono 
that ojity ftff Mi|k: (/ Mr uw and shu knew aooat 

0fcf ' piu " ;itl ^ P^auiiorts, artless carried on appearing, In the News of the 
World and other papery which corUaried extremely private .nformatforv in 
mmirn m tm t fsmm» and ohotosraphcrs always a|)peared to know WNr« Ms 
:vU:ler 8rrl Mr ^ meeting, even ii me tea&fi had only been decided at If* 
,8SY wymej1t m cnu ^ Mtiw distrust and suspicion bflfemn the Curiam, Mr. 
Mtif&f and Mr !.;uv aswefl a<; Otters close to them. 



n June 2010. the Patent uncovered m i;e!h of her mobile uumbers and her 
oireci dial numbers tttftftfe* those for her mobi^ Mflim^ appeau-d in 

tit* licence that Ms m* had obta-ned v, orn t ^ Metropolitan Police pursuant to 



the Order of Mr iustice Sweeney dated 1 June 2010- if. addition, die Cfoonartt lulcr 
discovered from Vodniom? call ciata thai she Itftd received several calls lo \\m mobile 
phoiw in ium and August 2006 from a fournaiist and/or journalists working *Of Che 
Rrs'i Defendant, 

•3. On 13 June 20:t/;, the C.a}i v i<int Issued proreociifiijs agamst the firs! m\4 Second 
Defendants for misuse of pnv;-.te information, bread i of confidence and harassment. 
Both Defendants indicated Hi sir intention to defend the claim and duly served 
•ietf !?ces "five First Defendants defence contained a number of limited admissions. 

3.0. On 13 December 20;.]. the Hrst Defendant made- n $er'm of more extensive 
sdm&stons in 'elation to the peroral prjetsce of intercepting volcem^*! messages by 
I -it- News of :he World. !t has become clear and ihe Fir>t Defendant now accepts 
thai etas Defendants targeted the Cfalnwnt and the Claimant's voicsmatf messages, 
•»nd t-ho&s el h$f ctttrvte and uk'nut, m 2005-2CU6. 

1.1. 1 arn here today to announce thai the Rrtft Defendant hai accepted liability for 
voicemail interception and has »j«reed to pav damages to the Gain: ant in the sum of 
£35/000 plus he? iegaJ costs. furthermore, both Defendants have also undertaken 
not to further access the Claimant's voles mail messages or to publish the Claimant's, 
unlawfully obtained pf'vate inform aticn of w put her under surveliance. 

o unscl foi the First Defendant 
12. My lord, on behalf of the first Defendant, ! confirm everything my Frier, d, Mr 
Thom5oi\ Ms said. 

Is. The First Defendant is here today through m& to offer its sin-:: ere &polo#es to the 
Cfslmaas for the chMftdgft as weM as the distress, caused to her by the blsgpng ©I her 
confidential information i'Om sources and the accessing of her voicemail messages. 
The Nrsj Defendant acknowledges that the informal ico should never have been 



olms-iu'd ftf M&& if v tne «i;inn«f 11 v-«< r-ivi that the First Df?feno«oi is ftiM* ' 
1.4. In Hie Ugh* of i or<f<w wftftti fca* bac--r- aa&ifi md tM$ tttfrgaMrtt, NW Cishuinv 




